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is the workload surprisingly well no not really because i had that previous experience in sacramento and i 
could figure how much this one must be multiplied and and that one was very busy this afternoon at the 
white house we talked for more than an hour with president reagan this is about from monday through friday 
about the only outdoors you get is this little walk over here the oval office and when you get home which you 
get to in an elevator you're there he spoke about the challenges facing his new administration his plans for 
dealing with them and the controversy surrounding some of those plans tonight that conversation in the oval 
office of the president of the united states on the 43rd day of the reagan administration this is a cbs news 
special report a conversation with the president here is cbs news correspondent walter cronkite mr president 
with your administration barely six weeks old you're involved now in a perhaps the first foreign policy crisis if 
it can be called a crisis yet probably cannot be but uh it has been much discussed of course much concern 
about el salvador and our commitment there do you see any parallel in our committing military advisers and 
military assistance to el salvador and the early stages of our involvement in vietnam no walter i don't i know 
that that parallel is being drawn by many people but the difference is so profound what we're actually doing is 
at the request of a government in one of our neighboring countries helping offering some help against the 
import or the export into the western 
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import or the export into the western hemisphere of terrorism of disruption and it isn't just el salvador that 
happens to be the target at the moment our problem is this whole hemisphere and keeping this sort of thing 
out now we have sent briefing teams to europe down to our latin american neighbors with what we've 
learned of the actual involvement of the soviet union of cuba of the plo of even gaddafi and libya and others 
in the communist bloc nations to bring about this this terrorism down there now you use the term military 
advisors you know there's a sort of a technicality there uh you could say they are advisors in that they're 
training but when it's used as advisor that means military men who go in and accompany the forces into 
combat advise on strategy and tactics we're not we have no one of that kind we're sending and have sent 
teams down there to train they do not accompany them into combat they train recruits in the garrison area 
and as a matter of fact we have such training teams in more than 30 countries today and we've we've always 
done that the officers of the military and friendly countries and in our neighboring countries have come to our 
service schools west point annapolis and so forth so i don't see any parallel at all and i think it is significant 
that the terrorists the guerrilla activity in el salvador was supposed to to cause an uprising but the 
government would fall because the people would join this aggressive force and support them the people are 
totally against that and have not reacted in that way 
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reacted in that way that's one of the questions that's brought up about the wisdom of our policy right at the 
moment some latin americans feel that president duarte has control of the situation that people have not 
risen this last offensive with the guerrillas did not work and therefore aren't we likely to exacerbate the 
situation by american presence there now therefore sort of uh promoting a self-fulfilling prophecy by coming 
down there and getting the guerrillas and the people themselves upset about big brother intervention and 
therefore losing the game instead of well no and and we realize that uh our southern friends down there do 
have memories of of the great colossus of the north and so forth but no he his government has asked for this 
because uh of the need for training against terrorist and guerrilla activities has asked for materials such as 
helicopters and so forth that can uh be better at interdicting the supply lines where this these illicit weapons 
are being brought in to the gorillas and this is what we've provided and some of these teams that have been 
provided are also to help keep those machines in the air and on the water patrol boats and so forth to try to 
interdict the supply by water of weapons and ammunition they need help in in repair there they get laid up for 
repairs and they don't have the qualified technicians what really philosophically is different from our going 
down to help a democratic government sustain itself against guerrilla activity promoted from the outside uh 
soviet and cuban uh aid as we believe it to be as your administration 
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believe it to be as your administration says it is and afghanistan el salvador is in our sort of geopolitical 
sphere of influence afghanistan on the border of the soviet union is certainly in their geo political sphere of 
influence they went in with troops to to support a marxist government friendly to them what what's where is 
the where why isn't that a parallel situation i don't well i don't think there could be a parallel there because i 
was in iran in 78 when the first coup came about and was the soviet union that put their man as president of 
afghanistan and then their man didn't work out to their satisfaction so they came in and got rid of him and 
brought another man that they'd been training in moscow and put him in as their president and then with their 
armed forces they are trying to subdue the people of afghanistan who do not want this pro-soviet 
government that has been installed by an outside force the parallel would be that without actually using 
soviet troops in effect the soviet arm you might say trying to do the same thing in el salvador they didn't 
afghanistan but by using proxy troops through cuba and guerrillas and they had hoped for as i said an 
uprising of the people that would then give them some legitimacy in the government that would be installed 
the communist government but the people didn't rise up the people have evidenced their desire to have the 
government they have and not be ruled by these guerrillas secretary of state hague has said that we'll not 
have a vietnam in el salvador because the united states will direct its action toward cuba which is the main 
source of the intervention in his words but cuba is a client state of the soviet union it's not likely to stand by 


00:08:01 (https:/Awww.youtube.com/watch?v=27L-v9ES7E|l&t=481s 





soviet union it's not likely to stand by and let us take direct action against cuba well that term direct action 
there are a lot of things open diplomacy trade a number of things and secretary hague has explained that his 
use of the term the source with regard to cuba means the intercepting and stopping uh the supplies coming 
into these countries the export from cuba of those of those arms the training of the gorillas as they've done 
there and ii don't think in any way that he was suggesting an assault on on cuba and intercepting and 
stopping it means blockade and isn't that uh an act of war well this depends if you intercept them when 
they're landing at the other end or find them where they're in the locales such as for example nicaragua and 
informing nicaragua that we're aware of the part that they have played in this and using diplomacy to see that 
a country decides they're not going to allow themselves to be used anymore there's been a great slowdown 
we're watching it very carefully nicaragua of the transfer of arms to el salvador this doesn't mean that they're 
not coming in from other guerrilla bases in other countries there you uh you've said that we could extricate 
ourselves easily from el salvador that were required at any given point in this proceeding i i assume you 
mean at any given point uh how could we possibly extricate ourselves even even now from this initial stage 
how could we extricate ourselves without a severe loss of face 
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well i don't think we're planning on having to extricate ourselves from there but the only thing that i could see 
that could have brought that about is if the guerrillas had been correct in their assessment and there had 
been the internal disturbance well then it would be a case of we're there at the behest of the present 
government if that government is no longer there we're not going there without an invitation we're not forcing 
ourselves upon them and you'd simply leave and there aren't that many people to to be extricated even if the 
duarte forces began to lose with whatever military material assistance we give them whatever training 
advisors we give them uh are you pledging that we will not go in with fighting forces i certainly don't see any 
likelinood of us going in with fighting forces i do see our continued work uh the field of diplomacy with 
neighboring countries that are interested in central america and south america to bring this violence to a halt 
and to make sure that we do not just sit passively by and and let this hemisphere be invaded by outside 
forces moving on your hard line toward the soviet union is in keeping with your campaign statements your 
promises but there's some who while applauding uh that stance feel that you might have overdone the 
rhetoric a little bit and laying into the soviet leadership as being liars and thieves etc well now let's let's recap 
iam aware 
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well now let's let's recap i am aware that what i said received a great deal of news attention and i can't 
criticize the news media for that i i said it but the thing that seems to have been ignored well two things one i 
did not volunteer that statement this was not a statement that i went in and called a press conference and 
said here i want to say the following i was asked a question and the question was what did i think were soviet 
aims where did i think the soviet union was going and i had made it clear to them i said i don't have to offer 
my opinion they have told us where they're going over and over again they have told us that their goal is the 
marxian philosophy of world revolution and a single one world communist state and that they're dedicated to 
that and then i said we're naive if we don't recognize in their performance of that that they also have said that 
the only morality remember their ideology is without god without our idea of of morality in the religious sense 
their statement about morality is that nothing is immoral if it furthers their cause which means they can resort 
to lying or stealing or stealing or cheating or even murder if it furthers their cause and that is not immoral now 
if we're going to deal with them then we have to keep that in mind when we deal with and i've noticed that 
with their own statements about me and their attacks on me since i answered that question that way which is 
the only statement i made they have never denied the truth of what i said you know you don't think that name 
calling if you could call it that makes it more 
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if you could call it that makes it more difficult when you do finally whenever that is sit down across the table 
from mr brezhnev and his cohorts no i've been interested to see that he has suggested having a summit 
meeting since i said that let me ask another question about being tough with the russians when ambassador 
de bruyne the soviet union drove over to the state department for the first time after the administration came 
in he was his car was turned away at the at the entrance to the basement garage which he had been using 
told that he had to use the street door like all the other diplomats have been doing uh it was uh obviously 
tipped to the press that this was going to happen what was the what advantage is there in in embarrassing 
the soviet ambassador like that a phone call would have said hey you can't use that door any longer was that 
just a mash show thing for domestic consumption i i have to tell you i didn't know anything about it until i read 
it in the paper saw it in television myself i don't know actually how that came about or what the decision was 
or whether it was just one of those bureaucratic things in the recent secretary about it don't you think the 
russians kind of think we're childish when we pull one like that i don't know i don't know or maybe uh maybe 
they got a message what uh what conditions do have to be satisfied uh before you would agree to a summit 
meeting with the president well i think it is in the case of well there are some things that i think would help 
bring that about the main thing is you don't just call up and say yeah let's get together and have lunch a 
summit meeting of that 
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and have lunch a summit meeting of that kind takes a lot of preparation and first the first preparation from our 
standpoint is the pledge that we've made to our allies that we will only we won't take unilateral steps we'll 
only do things after full consultation with them because they're involved also and i've had an opportunity to 
talk a little bit about it just it was it only came to light uh his statement a short time ago with prime minister 
thatcher when she was here so we haven't had the opportunity for the consultations about that that would be 
necessary i have said that i will say to negotiate with them for a reduction in strategic nuclear weapons to 
lower the threshold of danger that exists in the world today but one of the things you say conditions i think 
one of them would be some evidence on the part of the soviet union that they are willing to discuss that so 
far previous presidents including the my predecessor tried to bring negotiations to the point of actual 
reduction and the soviet union refused they refused to discuss that i think that we would have to know that 
they're willing to do that i think it would help bring about such a meeting if the soviet union revealed that it is 
willing to moderate its imperialism its aggression afghanistan would be an example we could talk a lot better 
if there was some indication that they truly wanted to be a member of the peace-loving nations of the world 
the free world isn't that really what you have to negotiate i mean isn't is it really conceivable that you're going 
to get such a change of heart a change of 
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such a change of heart a change of statement that you could believe on the part of the soviet union before 
you ever sit down to talk with the president well is that subject to negotiation what do you if you sit at a table 
and say we want you to get out of afghanistan and they're going to say no what do you do offer them let 
them go in someplace else if they'll get out of there i remember when hitler was arming and had built himself 
up no one's created quite the military power that the soviet union has but comparatively he was in that way 
franklin delano roosevelt made a speech in chicago the dedication of a bridge over the chicago river and in 
that speech he called on the free world to quarantine nazi germany to stop all communication all trade all 
relations with them until they gave up that militaristic course and agreed to join with the free nations of the 
world in a search for peace that didn't weigh a lot of good uh it oh but the funny thing was he was attacked so 
here in our own country for having said such a thing can we honestly look back now and say that world war ii 
would have taken place if we had done what he wanted us to do back in 1938 i think there's a very good 
chance it wouldn't have taken place but again as i say some evidence from the soviet union uh i think would 
be very helpful in bringing about a meeting it it sounds as if sorry you're saying that there isn't going to be 
any summit meeting with uh no i haven't put that as a hard and fast condition i'm just saying that in 
discussing with our allies 
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discussing with our allies it would make it a lot easier if we were able to say well now look they've shown 
some signs that of moderating their their real imperialistic course you know when we look at where they are 
and with their surrogates um gadhafi and chad cuba in angola cuba and and east germans and ethiopia in 
south yemen uh and of course now the attempt here in our own western hemisphere well i i hate to belabor 
this but but since the whole world is looking forward i think to eventually some negotiations to to stop the 
arms race to get off of this danger point it is an important thing and i gather that the soviet union has to make 
a unilateral move to their point it would be backwards after let's say get out of afghanistan do they have to 
get out of afghanistan before you meet no i haven't said that and i can water i can't really say a specific 
answer to any of these things unless uh and until i have met with and discussed this whole problem with 
allies who you know are only a bus ride from russia they're they uh they seem to be saying as nearly we can 
tell in their press and elsewhere that uh that they're saying they're anxious for you to meet on arms control 
they're anxious to get arms control discussions going they're terribly concerned about that they're they're 
fearful that you're not going to want to negotiate until such time as you get your defense program and your 
economic program through congress and feel that you're negotiating from strength and that they're fearful 
that that's going to be some time and too late well too late for what is the 
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well too late for what is the is the question i i know i don't know but i do believe this that it is rather foolish to 
have unilaterally disarmed you might say as we did by letting our defensive our margin of safety deteriorate 
and then you sit with the fellow who's got all the arms what do you have to negotiate with you're asking him 
to come down to where you are or you to build up to where he is but you don't have anything to trade so 
maybe realistic negotiations could take place when we can say well all right this thing that we're building will 
stop if you'll stop doing whatever it is you're really doing uh you campaigned on lifting the grain embargo the 
soviet union uh you're delayed doing that so far because you i gather field would send the russians the 
wrong message perhaps if you did senator helms has suggested perhaps the embargo the grain embargo 
should be extended to a general boycott of all u.s trade with the soviet union is that a an option that you're 
studying well i don't think you rule out anything actually my campaigning was more on my criticism that the 
embargo shouldn't have taken place the way it did in the first place that if we were going to go that route then 
it should have been a general embargo we shouldn't have asked just one segment of our society and not 
even agriculture just the grain farmers to bear the burden of this when at the same time we knew we could 
not enforce or persuade friendly nations to us who would be tempted to take over that market and many of 
them did and started supplying the grain that we weren't supplying so the question was were we hurting 
ourselves worse than we were hurting them certainly it didn't stop the invasion of afghanistan and i criticized 
this 
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and i criticized this at the same time and we have made no decision now on it i would like to lift the embargo i 
think all of us would but at the same time now and with poland added the situation in poland to afghanistan 
and all uh we have to think very hard as to whether this is a whether we can just go forward unilaterally and 
do this because in a in effect it has been uh it has been effective i mean they they are having problems with 
grain supplies well i think they'll always have problems with supply because they insist on that collective farm 
business which never has worked and isn't going to work in the future this happened you know isn't this this 
is something i've never been able to understand about the russian leaders wouldn't you think sometime they 
would take a look at their system and say we can't provide enough food to feed our people to say nothing of 
other consumer items that are still rationed and scarce and supply under that system and yet we can look at 
these other countries in the world all the countries that chose this way not only the united states but south 
korea vietnam or i mean not vietnam taiwan all the countries that choose the free marketplace their standard 
of living goes up and up and we have our problem isn't what i'm not raising enough food is not finding 
enough places to sell it what what place do you think human rights should have in our foreign policy i think 
human rights is very much a part of our american idealism i think they do play an important part my criticism 
of them in the last few years was that we were selective with regard to human 
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we were selective with regard to human rights we took countries that were pro-western that were maybe 
authoritarian in government but not totalitarian more authoritarian than we would like did not meet all of our 
principles of what constitutes human rights and we punish them at the same time that we were claiming data 
with countries that where there are no civil rights or no human rights the soviet union is the greatest violator 
today of human rights in all the world cuba goes along with it and yet previously while we were enforcing 
human rights with others we were talking about bettering relations with castro's cuba i would i think that we 
ought to be more sincere about our position on human rights do you believe that our requirements for military 
allies and bases should take should take precedence over human rights considerations no i think what i'm 
saying is that where we have an alliance with a country uh that as i said does not meet all of us we should 
look at it that we're in a better position remaining friends to persuade them of the rightness of our view on 
human rights than to suddenly as we have done in some places pull a rug out from under them and then let a 
completely totalitarian takeover that denies what human rights the people had had doesn't that put us in the 
position rather of abetting the suppression of human rights for our own selfish ends at least temporarily until 
such times we can make those persuasive changes well what what is the choice turned out to be the choices 
turned out to be they lose all human rights 
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lose all human rights because there's a totalitarian takeover your appointment to the head of the human 
rights section over the state department is mr ernest lefevre of course he testified to the house subcommittee 
in 79 in my view the united states should remove from the statute books all clauses that establish a human 
rights standard or condition that must be met by another sovereign nation do you agree with that flat 
statement well i've never had a chance to discuss with him just how he views that or what he believes the 
course would take i do however believe that contrary to some of the attacks against him that he's as 
concerned about human rights as the rest of us but i think what he means is that basic human rights and the 
violation of them are being ignored by us where they take place in the communist black nations he says also 
that we should not be concerned with south africa's racial policies but should make the country a full-fledged 
partner of the united states and the struggle against communist expansion should we drop all of our 
concerns about human rights no no and i think that i think though that there's been a failure maybe for 
political reasons in this country to recognize how many people black and white in south africa are trying to 
remove apartheid and the steps that they've taken and the gains that they've made as long as there's a 
sincere and honest effort being made based on our own experience in our own land it would seem to me that 
we should be trying to be helpful and can we again take that other course can we abandon a country that 
has stood 
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can we abandon a country that has stood beside us in every war we've ever fought a country that 
strategically is essential to the free world in its production of minerals we almost have and so forth i just i just 
feel that myself that um here if we're going to sit down at a table and negotiate with the russians surely we 
can keep the door open and continue to negotiate with a friendly nation like south africa the argentinian 
government has just arrested internationally respected heads of the principal human rights organization there 
seized their list of six thousand persons who disappeared under this government is the united states going to 
protest that i have not had an opportunity that just happened as you know and i haven't had an opportunity to 
meet with secretary hague on this in fact i don't have the only information that so far has been presented to 
me is that it did happen let's move to some domestic affairs which i think you're rather interested in these 
days and the whole country is of course now that they face the stone hard reality of it all 150 liberal 
organizations have gotten together to campaign against your budget cuts in social welfare programs middle 
western and eastern northeastern states are concerned that the programs favor the sun belt some farm 
organizations are concerned that the subsidies are being cut of course all across the board now these 
people who are beginning to see that they're going to get hurt a little bit on these cuts are you still optimistic 
in the face of all this opposition that it can be done yes i expected that opposition and one of the reasons i'm 
optimistic is because we've received a hundred 
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is because we've received a hundred thousand letters and telegrams since i made the speech in the 
eighteenth we so far have only been able to open and read and catalog about five thousand three hundred 
and nine i think the figure is and of that first 5 000 plus messages 92 and a fraction percent are totally in 
support of our program of what we want to do we i know that polls have been taken a national poll recently 
has shown an even higher percentage of people in support of the program i know from my own experience in 
the few times that i get out of here and can uh meet the citizenry i find the same thing just is true you feel it 
you sense it you hear it among the people out there it's i'm afraid a little bit like senator long said that when 
you start to cut in the budget the slogan in washington has been for too many years don't cut you and don't 
cut me cut that fellow behind the tree and i think these various groups are representing a lot of people behind 
the trees your targeted ceiling on federal spending is and a half 695.5 dollars with a 45 billion deficit how 
much higher than that in that budget can congress go without seriously endangering your program well i 


have to say that i believe our package has been so carefully worked out that they endanger it if they start 
picking off any any parts of it our program is aimed not only at reducing a budget but with the tax feature of it 
at stimulating the economy increasing productivity which means more jobs for our people 
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jobs for our people and which will reduce inflation and i believe in our program yes there'll be a 45 billion 
dollar deficit but just think what that means that means the debt deficit would be double that without our 
program and this is why we're presenting it literally in a package uh as a matter of fact prime minister 
thatcher told me that she regretted that in her own attempts that she's has been unable to cut government 
spending as she knew she would have to to cure their ills and she said one of the reasons was that she tried 
piecemeal tried piece by piece to get this reduced that reduced and one by one they just they knocked it off 
and turned it down i'm just curious did she ask did she volunteer that or did you ask her what went wrong 
with her she volunteered there yes do you see a parallel there there is a conservative government came in 
with much the same sort of a plan you did to turn back the clock on on socialistic uh advances uh a 
revolutionary approach to to change and it has failed miserably there uh employment is higher than any time 
since the since the great depression the thousands of small businesses have folded yes industrial production 
is low why why isn't that a parallel to your problem well i you see i i think in her case the we have to 
recognize how much farther down the road england had gone she has great industries now that are 
government-owned monopolies and losing their shirts as a result because government doesn't run 
businesses very well she was up against well we've now seen the labor party split in its own convention and 
the left wing 
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wing take over she was up against that powerful left wing element that was sabotaging i don't think her 
experiment is over i'm i have confidence in her and i admire her greatly in her courage and she's still going at 
it i think we might have the same problems but we don't have we still have the infrastructure we still have this 
great industrial capacity of ours here and what if people would only look at it what we're trying to correct 
that's gone wrong is if some years ago when things were going better government was only taking 19 of the 
gross national product it's now taken 23 percent and that and and it's been increasing it's on an upward line if 
we don't head it off and so that cost of government plus the fact that the only way we can maintain that is by 
continued borrowing to the point that we're close to having a trillion dollar debt a trillion that's uh still trying to 
visualize a trillion dollars yes let me ask you about congress again though this is the whole core of the thing 
right now of course is getting that program through now you say you need 100 of it of course you do that's 
what you're after but realistically and you're a realistic man you you can't really expect to get all of it through i 
mean there's there's got to be some failure somewhere along the line of getting it all through there is is are 
you going to be in the position politically at any rate i'm saying all those thousands of people out there are for 
you to get the cuts made that if they if congress cuts this one cent uh that that or adds one cent to it that it's 
not your responsibility any longer congress has failed you and failed the people water i virtually have to say 
that because if i said anything else 
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because if i said anything else i played in the line when i played football it's like giving the play away and 
indicating to your opponent where the play is going no i can't i have to stay with it i think our package is 
designed and the thing that is significant to me about all those people that you mentioned a moment ago that 
are opposed to the plan as well as some of those on the hill who are opposed no one has brought up an 
alternative those are the people who have been dictating the policies of this country for the last three or four 
decades that have put the country in the economic position it is in unless they can come up and say we are 
now recommending a change in this direction or that direction to cure what has happened how can they 
stand and oppose a program that is designed to cure the economic chaos that they created the supply ciders 
feel that that their program your program should get its first results through psychology that the mere 


approach to these problems being made in a frontal assault by your administration will encourage people to 
get out and do the things necessary invest and save and do the things necessary they'll have faith in this do 
you see any early results of that yet well one of the things that the mail we get and one of the things that i 
hear from pollsters and so forth is to the effect that there is a different attitude that there is a kind of glow out 
there among the people and a confidence that things are going to be all right where a short time ago polls 
were revealing that the people didn't think things were going to get better now maybe that's what they meant 
but also there is this in our package that isn't just psychology maybe by a stretch you could call it 
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maybe by a stretch you could call it that but our program gives a stability down the road ahead a person can 
say i know what's going to happen for the next few years even in the in the three-year implementing of the 
tax program someone can say i have confidence to do this because i have been told and i Know that this is 
what's going to happen to my tax situation in the years ahead business will know that they can invest in the 
plant and that they're going to be allowed a better break in writing off a depreciation the cuts to be 
announced march 10th uh we've seen some advance information on it whether it's entirely correct or not we 
have no way of knowing but the agricultural cuts to be announced we understand we'll cut back agriculture 
department supplemental food programs which include milk to the children and pregnant women and that 
sort of thing dairy products fruit low-income families is that in there is that the cut i can't i can't tell you we're 
still going at this and the program is going to be presented but i know what we're talking about though in 
programs of that kind and this has to do with food stamps too is not taking it those things away from the 
people who would have no other means of getting them but programs have a way to expand bureaucracy 
has to justify its existence so they they spread and they accumulate barnacles and what we're doing is taking 
a look at some of those barnacles and you suddenly find and say well why are we at taxpayers expense 
providing milk for this particular segment who are perfectly able to provide it for themselves and other people 
of no better circumstance are providing it for themselves 
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themselves the same true food stamps these are the cuts where we're trying to make the cuts i believe that 
in our seven programs that we call the safety net below which no one should be allowed to fall we have not 
we have preserved that safety net we have not cut that and how far below the present standard of living even 
for the poverty groups in the country is the safety net beyond where it is today well the safety net is where 
you know where it should be but it isn't so much of blowing or raising it it is a case of finding that around the 
edge of that safety net we had acquired a group of people who were benefiting from it and who didn't need to 
be there um well they say in new york now of course these figures are are suspect too in a way but because 
nobody knows precisely but they're talking about a cut of 20 000 children off the aid the dependent children 
list 30 000 old people off the help to the elderly is it your contention that that many people are on this fringe 
area and even if they are isn't gonna isn't going to create considerably har considerable hardship for them 
that they're they're not that much above poverty level water uh i hadn't seen those figures of people doing 
that but let me just tell you an experience from california again which is one that we're going to ride hurt on 
very closely the the bureau of the permanent structure of government what we commonly call the 
bureaucracy uh has a great ability at self-defense to preserve itself and we found uh sometimes in our own 
welfare reforms there that in an effort to focus attention 
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that in an effort to focus attention and try to build a case against what we were trying to do they would 
deliberately pick out the people who could be harmed the most and interpret what you were trying to do as 
denying aid to that particular person now we've had a little example of that the so-called retroactive freeze on 
employment and suddenly the terrible stories and i'm sure many of them true about people who sold their 
homes gave up their jobs and came to washington to get a job but i can't deny the fact or overlook the fact 
that before november 4th i was saying that one of the first things i would do in the first 24 hours is put a 


freeze on the hiring of replacements federal employees and indeed in the first hour when after i took the oath 
and walked back into the capitol building i signed that executive order and suddenly we find thousands of 
people who were recruited beginning november 5th and yet for some reason had not yet been put in their 
jobs by january 20th and then the up the uproar that this was retroactive to november 5th we didn't say 
anything about november 5th but we also didn't realize that they could actually hold people for that long 
leaving them think they had jobs and yet had not processed them and put them in the jobs i have to be 
suspicious of this now the truth is those many of those people were victims not of us they were victims of 
what i think was a bureaucratic trick and where we are finding real cases of distress because of that we are 
making except exceptions because it wasn't their fault 
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exceptions because it wasn't their fault they didn't know they were being victimized now i think when i hear 
figures like this about who will have to be cut this again is the bureaucracy saying okay where can we make 
it it's like the old washington story that if you cut the park services budget the first thing they fire is the 
elevator man of the washington monument and tell the people they've got to walk up 600 feet instead of ride 
we're going to be on guard for that on your tax cuts you cite the experience of the 1961 kennedy tax cut to 
prove that it will hype up the economy but that cut was specifically to stimulate buying whereas your 
objective is to stimulate savings and investment now how do you justify that whether he said to stimulate 
buying or not remember he brought down the top bracket from 91 percent to 70 percent in that it was over a 
two year period actually he didn't implement the tax cuts they followed his tragic death and were 
implemented but they had been passed there is a page from a june issue of u s news and world report 1966 
that i recommend as must reading because the whole article on that page is about the strange paradox that 
the two-year period of phased-in tax cuts which is somewhat similar to what we're trying to do over three 
years did not result as the economist said they would in an 83 billion dollar loss of revenue to government 
they couldn't explain the paradox that ever since the cuts went into effect the government itself was getting 
more revenue because the economy the economic base had been broadened and stimulated so each 
individual at the benefit of the cuts but there were more individuals involved so the government even profited 
and as i 
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so the government even profited and as i say that's 1966 in this two-year program we can come up to 1978 
the steiger hanson bill to cut that cut the capital gains tax and the very first year the government got more 
revenue from the capital gains tax at the lower rate than it had gotten at the higher why because suddenly 
capital gains we'd remove some of the penalty and capital gains for those people who could invest and use 
capital gains for revenue had become attractive again and they did more of it but also if i may pursue that 
issue a two percent inflation one point two percent less than two percent inflation was the case in the sixties 
mid sixties now it's over ten percent it's double digit uh certainly with a ten percent of the tax rate which isn't 
a full ten percent cuts we know ten percent of fifty percent ten percent of twenty percent whatever two 
percent cut perhaps but all of that certainly when you've got a ten percent uh inflation or more it's gotta go 
into making up for the inflation among among most of the population only the very rich can afford to save and 
invest under these circumstances well no some polls have been taken on that and they find at the very 
bottom of the ladder yes people say there are things that they will use it for buying but from there on up the 
overwhelming majority in those polls reveal that they will use it for savings and investment secretary treasury 
regan argues that this is uh not so because the tax cut will benefit the upper bracket and the rich will be 
saving and investing and yet the propaganda has been oh no it's going to benefit the lower brackets more 
than the the upper so isn't there a 
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more than the the upper so isn't there a dichotomy there well it's across the board uh the there's no question 
about it if it's 10 in the it's a reduction of the rates the tax rates 10 percent right from the basic rate of a 14 
percent now right on up to the top rate and then 10 percent the following year 10 percent the next and a cut 
in the tax rates does not follow that dollar for dollar there will be a reduction in government's revenues as 
these other things that i've given illustrate but it's where you define the rich what we've the simple truth is that 
in the income bracket between two ten thousand dollars and sixty thousand now i think you have to say in 
today's inflated world we're talking about the great middle class of america the people who really make this 
country go that bracket from 10 to 60 000 is paying today uh 72 of the income tax they are going to get 73 
which i guess is about as close as you could get it of the benefits of our tax bill now i would say that in there 
maybe when you get to 15 and from there up you're going to be talking to people who will be able to save 
invest buy insurance things that they're perhaps not able and then that money becomes capital in the hands 
of the financial institutions for reinvestment are you in favor of the federal reserve's tight money policy high 
interest rates uh i have to say that those high interest rates i'm afraid are the result of inflation because it's as 
simple as this if you really look at it although they're going to cooperate in a in a monetary policy that is 
geared to what we're trying to do 
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but if you're asking someone to lend money when you look down the road and see nothing being done to 
curb inflation and inflation is running in double digits as it has back to back now for two years the person 
that's lending the money has to get an interest rate that will show that when he gets his money back he's 
getting back as much or more than he loaned and so it is inflation that dictates that high interest rate the 
interest rate has to be higher than the inflation rate or no one can afford to lend the money but if we cut the 
high interest rate then that would dampen inflation well as i know i think but i think i think the other came first 
illegal immigration is one of the major problems we have in the country today and uh the the congressional 
task force has just come in with a study on it uh one of its recommendations uh besides uh putting 
responsibility on employers not to hire illegal aliens is to provide some means of identification for the aliens 
so that the employer will know who he's hiring would you support some form of national identification that 
could help attack this problem well i'm very intrigued uh by a program that's been suggested by several 
border state governors and their counterparts in the mexican states on the other side of the of the border 
they have met together on this problem we have to remember we have a neighbor and a friendly nation ona 
almost two thousand mile border down there and that they have an unemployment rate that is far beyond 
anything there's a safety valve has to be some of that that we're calling illegal immigration right now what 
these governors have come up with and i'm very intrigued with it is a proposal that we in the mexican 
government get together 


00:54:01 (https:/Awww.youtube.com/watch ?v=27L-v9ES7E|l&t=3241s 





together and legalize this and grant visas because it is to our interest also that that safety valve is not shut off 
and that we might have a breaking of the stability south of the border at the same time that would then make 
these people in our country an employer could not take advantage of them and work them at sweatshop 
wages and so forth under the threat of turning them in they at the same time then would be paying taxes in 
this country for whatever they earned they would be able to go legally back across the border they wanted to 
end come back across but the border would become a two-way border for all our people and i'm very 
intrigued with that i'd like to talk about it and intend to in april when i meet with president lopez patel final 
question what's the greatest surprise that you've experienced in the presidency um i wonder that i know 
you're running out of time and here i am hemming and hawing i guess it's every once in a while realizing that 
you are know it isn't as if uh suddenly something happens to you i i don't feel any different than i did before 
and then now and then something happens and you you're caught by surprise you say well why are they 
doing that and maybe maybe that's it i'm not surprised by the amount of work i as i've often said i'm not 
surprised about the confinement of living in the white house i lived above the store when i was a kid and it's 
much like that so i guess i can't i can't find anything other than that thing maybe it all started 
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thing maybe it all started due to some of you gentlemen on the air on election day you'd think that that would 
be a very dramatic moment and i was worrying that it was going to be a moment that would last all night 
waiting for the returns to come in i was in the shower and was called out of the shower and just getting ready 
to go out late afternoon when when the president was on the other end of the phone i was wrapped in a 
towel and dripping wet and he told me that he was conceding and that wasn't the way i pictured it that was 
the biggest surprise yes thank you very much mr president well thank you waters good to be here again and i 
know you must be having a little nostalgia the many presidents that you've covered in this very room indeed 
sir it's uh it's been a long time now i i was counting back it's eight presidents well yeah it's been a remarkable 
period in our history well may i express appreciation you've you've always been a pro i only regret that i'm 
stepping down from the evening news at the time when you are bringing such a drama to our government 
again in your efforts to to turn it around thank you sir thank you this has been a cbs news special report a 
conversation with the president portions of the preceding interview were edited 
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